DOCUMENT RESUME 



ED 422 997 



JC 980 391 



AUTHOR 

TITLE 

INSTITUTION 

PUB DATE 
NOTE 
PUB TYPE 
EDRS PRICE 
DESCRIPTORS 



IDENTIFIERS 



Baldwin, Anne; Brann, Herman I. 

The Economic Impact of Miami-Dade Community College on the 
Local Dade County Economy. Research Report No. 97-07R. 
Miami-Dade Community Coll., FL. Office of Institutional 
Research . 

1997-06-00 
52p . 

Reports - Research (143) 

MF01/PC03 Plus Postage. 

Accountability; *Community Colleges; Community Programs; 
*Economic Change; *Economic Impact; Economic Research; 

* Employment; Expenditures; Local Issues; *School Community 
Relationship; Two Year Colleges 

*Economic Impact Studies; *Miami Dade Community College FL 



ABSTRACT 



With the increasing emphasis by legislators on 
accountability in higher education, the economic contributions of higher 
education to the local, regional, and state economies tend to be overlooked. 
This study provides estimates of both the gross and net impacts of Miami-Dade 
Community College (MDCC) on the local Dade County economy. All categories of 
expenditures are included, and data are for the fiscal year 1994-95. The 
results of this study are intended to inform planning and decision-making. 
Some findings include: (1) total gross county expenditures were $360.6 

million; (2) output of additional goods and services was $367.6 million; (3) 
added income earned by local households was $257.7 million; and (4) total 
jobs created were 14,205. Tables of data are provided on gross and net 
impacts, personnel costs, current expenses, capital outlay, plant fund 
operations, enrollment, graduates and leavers, transfers, and sources of 
revenue. Appended are gross and net county expenditures by the college and 
employees, by students and visitors, and by graduates; and a glossary. 
(Contains 28 references) (EMH) 



★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★★ 



* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made * 

* from the original document. * 



er|c 



^ 6^6 * 2^11 




COMMUNITY COUEGE 
Disirici Administration 

Institutional Research 



■K" ™aSSS&"’° am » 

AJThis document has been reproduced a* 

o™ngi, m ^ P0rSOn ° 

□ Minor changes have been made to 
improve reproduction quality. 



Points of view or opinions stated in this 
document do not necessarily represent 



official OERI position 



or policy. 



permission TO REPRODUCE THIS 
MATER.AL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 
H. Brann 



. T ° educational resources 

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



MiamiDade Community CoUege 

Rjc ■ ' 



THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF 
MIAMI-DADE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ON THE LOCAL DADE COUNTY ECONOMY 

Research Report No. 97-07R 

June 1997 



Herman I. Brann 
Senior Research Associate 

Anne Baldwin 
Research Associate 



Miami-Dade Community College 
INSTITUTIONAL RESEARCH 
Cathy Morris, Dean 




3 



Table of Contents 



Page 



Table of Contents j 

List of Tables jj 

Executive Summary jjj 

Abstract iv-v 

Flow Chart of M-DCC - Related Expenditures and Associated 

Economic Impacts on Dade County vi 

Introduction 1 

Alternative Concepts of Economic Impact 1 

Objectives 2 

Methodology 2 

M-DCC’s Impact on Local Output 3 

M-DCC’s Impact on Local Incomes 6 

M-DCC's Impact on Local Employment 6 

Appendix I: Gross County Expenditures by the College and Employees 9 

Appendix II: Gross County Expenditures by Students and Visitors 16 

Appendix III: Gross County Expenditures by Graduates 19 

Appendix IV: Net County Expenditures by the College and Employees 22 

Appendix VI: BEA Input/Output Industry Codes 28 

Glossary 29 

References 30 



^B97041 .3.DOC 




4 



List of Tables 



Page 

Table 1 : Gross and Net Impacts on Output 

Table 2: Gross and Net Impacts on Income 7 

Table 3: Gross and Net Impacts on Employment 8 

Schedule 1: Personnel Costs, M-DCC, FY 1994-95 12 

Schedule 1: Current Expenses, M-DCC, FY 1994-95 13 

Schedule 1: Capital Outlay, M-DCC, FY 1994-95 14 



Schedule 6-C: Summary of Plant Fund Operations, M-DCC, 6/30/95 15 

Appendix Table 2.1: Credit Student Enrollment by Semester by 

Full-Time/Part-Time Status, M-DCC, 1994-95.... 16 

Appendix Table 2.2: Unduplicated Annual Credit Enrollment by 

Residency, M-DCC, 1994-95 17 

Appendix Table 3.1: M-DCC’s Graduates and Leavers, 1994-95 19 

Appendix Table 3.2: Employed Graduates, Leavers and Transferees 

from M-DCC who were Dade County Residents 20 

Appendix Table 4.1: Sources of Revenue and Amounts Originating 

within Dade County, M-DCC, 1994-95 22 

Schedule 1: Revenue Sources, M-DCC, FY 1994-95 23 



5 




AB97041.3.DOC 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



The paper entitled “Economic Impact of Miami-Dade Community College on the Local Dade 
County Economy” was initially presented in 1997 to the 37th annual national forum of the 
Association for Institutional Research. Economic impact studies attempt to measure the impact 
of the expenditures of an institution on output, incomes, and employment in a specific 
geographic area. The geographic area may be national, regional, state or local (usually county). 
The larger the geographic area, the larger the economic impact. For colleges and universities, 
the main categories of expenditures are the college and its employees, students, visitors, and 
graduates. The more inclusive the expenditure categories, the greater the economic impact. 

Economic impact studies usually measure either the gross impact, i.e., the impact of 
expenditures of all sources of funds in the geographic area of interest, or the net impact, i.e., 
the impact of expenditures of funds originating outside the area of interest only. Obviously, 
gross impact estimates will be larger than net impact estimates; however, both concepts are 
valid since each dollar of expenditure contributes to economic impact regardless of its origin. 

In comparing and interpreting economic impact studies, therefore, three questions must be 
considered: (1) the geographic area of interest, (2) the categories of expenditures included, and 
(3) the level of impact -- gross versus net impact. This study provides estimates of both the 
gross and net impacts of Miami-Dade Community College on the local Dade County economy' 
All categories of expenditures - the college and its employees, students, visitors, and graduates 
- are included. Direct expenditures initiate indirect expenditures. In the vernacular, “It takes 
money to make more money." 

Results of the study are intended to inform planning and decision-making. This report gives 
conservative estimates of the economic contributions of M-DCC to the local economy. Details 
that place this evolutionary model into historical context, the methodology employed, and 
technical analyses can be found in the full report. Data are for the fiscal year 1994-95. Some 
findings follow: 

Primary Impact (Direct Effect or Gross County Expenditures) 



College Expenditures 
Student Expenditures 
Visitor Expenditures 



$ 208.6 million 
$114.1 million 
$ 1.6 million 

$ 36.3 million 

$ 360.6 million 



Graduates Expenditures 

Total Gross County Expenditures 



Secondary Impact (indirect Effect of Gross County Expenditures) 

Output of additional goods and services $ 36 



$ 367.6 million 



Total Expenditures Impact 



$ 728.2 million 



Added Income earned by local households 



$ 257.7 million 



Total jobs created 



14,205 jobs 
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ABSTRACT 



With the increasing emphasis by legislators on accountability in higher education, the economic 
contributions of higher education to the local, regional and state economies tend to be overlooked. 
This report provides conservative estimates of the economic contributions of Miami-Dade 
Community College (M-DCC) to the local Dade County economy. 

One of the main objectives of this paper was to develop a model to estimate, simultaneously and 
separately, the gross and net economic impacts associated with the studies by Caffrey and Isaacs 
(1971) and Elliot, Levin and Meisel (1988). In doing so, the authors utilized a model which was 
reversible, and could therefore estimate the negative economic impacts associated with cutbacks 
in general college funding, or specific program funding. Accordingly, this model will be a useful 
tool to inform legislators, local leaders, and the general public of the wider implications of cutbacks 
in higher education funding on local incomes and employment, and the specific contributions of 
local funds to local economic development. This model also lends itself to spreadsheet analysis 
and simulations. 

The gross and net impacts on the output of goods and services, incomes earned by local 
households, and employment in the local economy were estimated for all expenditures directly 
associated with the activities of M-DCC. Gross County Impact was defined as the impact of all 
expenditures by the college, students, visitors and graduates in the local economy. Gross County 
Impact approximates the impact concept estimated by Caffrey and Isaacs (1971). Net County 
Impact was defined as the local impact of expenditures originating outside of Dade County. Net 
County Impact approximates the impact concept estimated by Elliot, Levin and Meisel (1988). 
Therefore, the difference between Gross and Net County Impact represents the local impact of 
expenditures originating within Dade County. This impact was also estimated. 

During the fiscal year 1994-95, M-DCC leveraged $146.7 million in state revenues to attract an 
additional $145.1 million in revenues from other federal, local and private sources, giving a total 
revenue of $291.8 million from all sources. Therefore, each dollar of state support was equally 
matched by support from other sources. Expenditures by the college, students, visitors and 
graduates were estimated at $450.6 million. Actual expenditures by the college alone were 
$298.6 million or 66 percent, student expenditures were estimated at $1 14.1 million or 25 percent, 
expenditures by graduates were estimated at $36.3 million or 8 percent, and visitor expenditures 
were estimated at $1 .6 million or 0.4 percent. 

M-DCC's Impact on Local Output 

Gross County Expenditures were estimated at $360.6 million or 80 percent of Gross Actual 
Expenditures. The Gross County Impact on the output of goods and services was estimated at 
$728.2 million; therefore, an additional $367.6 million of output were added to the local economy 
as a result of activities indirectly associated with M-DCC. 

Net County Expenditures, i.e., the expenditures of funds originating outside of Dade County, were 
estimated at $168.3 million, with a Net County Impact of $360.9 million. Therefore, the additional 
indirect impact associated with external sources of funds was $192.6 million. Expenditures from 
external sources of funds accounted for 46.7% of Gross County Expenditures 

Expenditures of local sources of funds were estimated at $192.3 million, with an impact of $367.3 
million. Therefore, the additional indirect impact associated with local sources of funds was 
$175.0 million. Expenditures from local sources of funds accounted for 53.3% of Gross County 
Expenditures 

O vB97041-5.DOC 
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M-DCC's Impact on Local Incomes 

The $360.6 million in Gross County Expenditures generated $257.7 million in incomes earned by 
households in Dade County. External sources of funds accounted for $125.2 million in incomes to 
local households, while local sources of funds accounted for $132.5 million in incomes to local 
households. 

M-DCC's Impact on Local Employment 

M-DCC employed the equivalent of 4,450 full-time employees during the academic year 1994-95. 
The $360.6 million in Gross County Expenditures supported 14,205 full-time equivalent jobs in 
the Dade County Economy; therefore, an additional 9,755 jobs were generated by M-DCC’s 
activities. Of the 14,205 jobs associated with M-DCC's activities, 6,926 were supported by 
external sources of funds, while 7,279 were supported by local sources of funds. 

A Flowchart summarizing M-DCC-related expenditures and associated economic impact on Dade 
County is presented on the following page. 
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FLOWCHART OF M-DCC-RELA TED EXPENDITURES AND 
ASSOCIATED ECONOMIC IMPACTS ON DADE COUNTY 
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THE ECONOMIC IMPACT OF MIAMI-DADE COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
ON THE LOCAL DADE COUNTY ECONOMY 



Introduction 

With the increasing emphasis by legislators on accountability in higher education, the economic 
contributions of higher education to state and local economies tend to be overlooked. This report 
provides a spreadsheet model to derive estimates of the economic contributions of Miami-Dade 
Community College (M-DCC) to the local Dade County economy. This model can also be used to 
estimate the negative impacts of funding cutbacks on the local and state economies, and should 
be a useful tool to inform legislators, local leaders and the general public of the wider impact of 
funding cutbacks on local incomes and employment. 

Expenditures associated with the activities of M-DCC have both a direct (primary) impact and an 
indirect (secondary) impact on the level of economic activity in the county. The total value of the 
direct impact can be estimated by measuring the total spending by: (i) the college, (ii) the 
employees, (iii) the students, (iv) the visitors to the college, and (v) the graduates of the college 
during the period under study. 

The indirect impact associated with the direct spending provides an additional boost to economic 
activity in the county. For example, purchases made by the college from local suppliers will be 
replenished, eventually, by these suppliers making further purchases from other suppliers. 
Therefore, the initial direct spending by the college will have a multiplied effect on the output of 
goods and services in the county, and consequently, on the levels of employment and incomes. 
The total value of the indirect impact on output, incomes and employment can be estimated by 
multiplying the specific types of direct spending by the "multipliers" associated with each type. 
These multipliers are derived and published by the U.S. Department of Commerce and other 
research institutions for different regions and states in the U.S.A. 

Economic impact analyses of colleges and universities are usually conducted at the regional, state 
or local (county) levels. The larger the geographic area, the larger the impact; therefore, three 
items must be clarified when comparing economic impact analyses: (1) the geographic area 
covered by the analysis - regional, state or local; (2) the major categories of spending included in 
the analysis - the institution, the employees, the students, the visitors, and the graduates; and (3) 
the scope of the analysis - gross versus net impact. This study provides conservative estimates 
of the gross and net impacts of Miami-Dade Community College on the local, Dade County 
economy. 



Alternative Concepts of Economic Impact 

The procedure discussed above provides a simple and useful estimate of the grosscontribution of 
the college to the local economy, and is based on the concept utilized by Caffrey and Isaacs, 1971. 
However, one may also be interested in the net contribution of the college to the local economy. 
To the extent that some of the revenues used to finance college expenditures may have originated 
locally, the concept of net impact attempts to measure the contribution of the college to the local 
economy, minus the impact of the college expenditures which originated from local sources. In 
other words, net impact attempts to measure the additional economic activity generated by the 
college, above and beyond the level of economic activity which would have occurred in its 
absence. This is the concept of economic impact utilized by Elliott, Levin and Meisel, 1988. 
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By definition, therefore, estimates of gross impact will be larger than those of net impact; however, 
both concepts provide useful information for planning, decision-making, and comparisons. 
Moreover, the difference between gross and net impact provides an estimate of the impact of 
resources originating locally. This information will be useful in comparing alternative uses for local 
resources. 

Barry Bluestone (1993) provided an additional interpretation of economic impact. In his analysis of 
the net impact of the University of Massachusetts, Boston, Bluestone compared the present 
discounted value of the tax revenues associated with the future incomes of graduates with the cost 
of the state subsidy to educate these graduates. His findings revealed a revenue/cost ratio of 
1.57, that is, for every $1.00 spent by the state, a return of $1.57 could be expected in personal 
income and sales taxes, yielding a rate of return of 8.9 percent to the state government. Bluestone 
concluded that this was significantly more than the state could expect to earn by investing in other 
long-term financial instruments. 



Objectives 

The main objectives of this paper are as follows: 

1. To develop a simplified model to measure economic impact which can be easily replicated by 
the widest audience. 

2. To develop a model which can be easily and frequently updated with the most current 
multipliers, while seeking an acceptable tradeoff between the amount of data and time required 
for analysis and the utility of the results. 

3. To develop a model which measures, simultaneously, the gross and net impacts of previous 
models, thereby providing additional information for planning, decision-making, and 
meaningful comparisons. 



Methodology 

This study utilizes the model developed by the U.S. Department of Commerce which estimates 
economic impact by multiplying industry expenditures by the multipliers associated with each 
industry. Gross Impact, Net Impact, and the impact of resources originating locally are estimated 
separately, in order to provide more information for planning, decision-making, and meaningful 
comparisons. 

Gross County Impact measures the local impact of all expenditures directly associated with the 
activities of M-DCC. Expenditures occurring outside the local economy are estimated and 
deducted from the actual gross expenditures (Appendices I, II and III). This gives an estimate of 
the Gross County Expenditures. Net County Impact measures the local impact of resources 
originating outside the local economy. Expenditures originating within the local economy are 
estimated and deducted from the Gross County Expenditures (Appendices IV and V). This gives 
an estimate of the Net County Expenditures. Gross and Net County Expenditures were then 
multiplied by their corresponding regional multipliers to yield the Gross and Net County Impacts. 
The impact of resources originating locally were also estimated. 

Multipliers were supplied by the Bureau of Economic Analysis of the U.S. Department of 
Commerce, and are specific to the Palm Beach, Broward and Dade County region. The multipliers 
reflect the leakage of funds out of the region through taxes and savings, and the loss of earnings 
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resulting from individuals working in the region but residing outside the region. These multipliers 
are the most current multipliers available for the counties, regions, and states in the U.S. 
economy. 

Three types of multipliers are utilized in this study - output, income and employment multipliers. 
The output multiplier represents the total dollar change in output that occurs in all industries for 
each additional dollar of expenditure on the associated good or service. The income multiplier 
represents the total dollar change in the earnings of households employed by all industries for 
each additional dollar of expenditure on the associated good or service. The employment 
multiplier represents the total change in the number of jobs in all industries for each additional one 
million dollars of expenditures on the associated good or service. Industry codes for the 
multipliers used in this study are provided in Appendix Table VI. 

Data on actual gross expenditures by M-DCC were derived from the Annual Financial Report of 
the college. In order to estimate student, visitor and graduate expenditures, data on student 
enrollment were collected from the Institutional Research Office, while data on student expenses 
were collected from the Office of Financial Aid and other sources. Graduate employment and 
earnings data were collected from the Florida Employment Training and Placement Information 
Program (FETPIP). A student survey is suggested to supplement the estimates of student and 
visitor expenditures. 

M-DCC's Impact on Local Output 

During the fiscal year 1994 to 1995, M-DCC received $291.8 million in revenues from a variety of 
sources (Appendix Table 4.1). State government provided $146.7 million or 50.3 percent for 
operations and capital projects. An additional $58.4 million or 20 percent came from student fees, 
while another $46.1 million or 15.8 percent came from the federal government. The balance 
came from endowment earnings, gifts, private grants and contracts $15.9 million or 5.4 percent; 
bookstore and food service sales $13.2 million or 4.5 percent; non-revenue receipts (transfers-in, 
sales of fixed assets) $7.9 million or 2.7 percent; and local government $3.6 million or 1.2 percent 
(Figure 1). 

Gross Actual Expenditures by the college, students, visitors and graduates were estimated at 
$450.6 million (Table 1). Sixty-six percent (66%) of this amount or $298.6 million were spent by 
M-DCC for operating expenses, new construction, and major maintenance and repairs; 25% or 
$114.1 million were spent by students on activities directly associated with the college; 8.0% or 
$36.3 million were spent by graduates of M-DCC, and 0.4% or $1.6 million were spent by visitors 
to the college. 

Gross County Expenditures were estimated at $360.6 million, or 80 percent of Gross Actual 
Expenditures. Given the output multipliers associated with each item of expenditure (Table 1), the 
Gross County Impact was estimated at $728.2 million. Therefore, the additional indirect impact on 
the output of goods and services in Dade County was estimated at $367.6 million. 

Net County Expenditures, i.e., the expenditures of funds originating outside of Dade County, were 
estimated at $168.3 million, with a Net County Impact of $360.9 million. Therefore, the additional 
indirect impact of external funds on the output of goods and services in Dade County was $192.6 
million. Expenditures from external sources of funds accounted for 46.7% of Gross County 
Expenditures. 

Expenditures from local sources of funds were estimated at $192.3 million, with an impact of. 
$367.3 million. Therefore, the additional indirect impact of local sources of funds on the output of 
goods and services in Dade County was $175.0 million. Expenditures from local sources of funds 
accounted for 53.3% of Gross County Expenditures. 



£97041-1. DOC 




3 



Figure 1 

Sources and Amounts of Revenue 

Miami-Dade Community College, 1994-95 
(In millions of $) 
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M-DCC's Impact on Local Incomes 

As a result of the increased economic activity in the local economy, the initial $360.6 million of 
Gross County Expenditures were estimated to have generated $257.7 million in incomes earned 
by households in Dade County (Table 2). Net County Expenditures, the expenditure of funds 
originating externally, accounted for $125.2 million in incomes to local households, while the 
expenditure of funds originating locally accounted for $132.5 million in incomes to local 
households. Villamil (1996) points out that the income multipliers were constructed assuming that 
all capital incomes (profits) did not stay in Dade County; therefore, the income estimates were on 
the low side. 

M-DCC's Impact on Local Employment 

There were nearly 2,700 full-time employees and 3,500 part-time employees at M-DCC during the 
academic year 1994-1995 (M-DCC Fact Book, 1994-95). Assuming that the average part-time 
employee was employed half time, it is estimated that 4,450 full-time equivalent employees 
were supported by M-DCC during 1994-95. 

The $360.6 million of Gross County Expenditures were estimated to have generated 14,205 full 
time equivalent jobs in the Dade County economy, given the employment multipliers in Table 3. 
Therefore, the additional indirect impact on employment was 9,755 jobs. Net County Expenditures, 
expenditures originating externally, supported 6,926 jobs, while expenditures from local sources 
supported 7,279 jobs. 
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Appendix I 

Gross County Expenditures by the College and Employees 

Estimates of Gross County Expenditures by the College were derived using the following 
formula: 



Gross County = Gross Actual — Non-Local College and 
Expenditures Expenditures Employee Expenditures 



Gross Actual Expenditure data were provided in Schedules 1 and 6-C of the 1994-95 Annual 
Financial Report. Schedule 1 provides data on Personnel, Current and Capital Outlay 
Expenses, while Schedule 6-C provides data on New Construction, Maintenance and Repairs. 
Copies of these schedules are attached to Appendix I. Non-Local College and Employee 
Expenditure estimates are provided below: 

Non-Local College and Employee Expenditures 
1. Non-Local College Expenditures 

(i) Personnel Expenditures (in millions) (Schedule 1, p.12) 

• Social Security Contributions $ 7.1 

• Medicare Social Security Contributions Part-Time 1 .6 

• State Retirement Contributions 17.9 

Non-Local Personnel Total $ 26.6 

(ii) Current Expenditures (in millions) (Schedule 1, p. 13) 

• Property Insurance $ 2.5 

• Educational/Office Materials & Supplies (@ 50%)* 1.2 

• Data Software (@50%)* 0.2 

• Maintenance/Constructions Materials & Supplies (@ 50%)* 0.7 

• Subscriptions/Periodicals 0.1 

• Purchases for Resale (Bookstore) 9.1 

Non-Local Current Total $ 13.8 



Schedule 1 is referred to as the “Schedule of Revenue, Expenditure and Fund Balance by General Ledger Code,” 
while Schedule 6-C is referred to as the “Summary of Plant Fund Operations.” 

“The Business Affairs Office at M-DCC estimates that about 50% of these purchases occur outside of Dade County. 
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(iii) Total Capital Outlay Expenditures (in millions) (Schedule i, p.14) 52.4 

• Less New Construction, Maintenance & Repairs 1 35.4 

(Schedule 6-C, p.15) 

• Balance of Capital Outlay 1 7.0 

• Non-Local Capital Outlay Expenses @ 50% of Balance 8.5 

Non-Local Capital Outlay Total $8.5 

(Excluding New Construction, Maintenance & Repairs) 

(iv) State/Federal Taxes Paid by the College 0.0 

Non-Local College Expenditures Total $48.9 



(Excluding New Construction, Maintenance & Repairs) 

2. Non-Local Employee Expenditures and Other Leakages 

• Non-Resident Employee Costs @ 10% of 



Local Personnel Costs 2 13.1 

• Non-Local Purchases by Resident Employees 

@ 10% of Resident Employee Expenditures 3 10.3 

• Personal Taxes & Savings (Reflected in the Multipliers) 

Non-Local Employee Expenditures Total $23.4 

Non-Local College/Employee Expenditures Total $72.3 

(Excluding New Construction, Maintenance & Repairs) 



3. Non-Local Expenditures for New Construction, Maintenance & Repairs 

• Non-Local Expenditures for New Construction, Maintenance 
and Repairs @ 50% of Total New Construction Expenditures 
(i.e. 50% of $35.4% mil) 

Non-Local New Construction Total $17.7 



1 New construction is separated from other Capital Outlay Expenses because the Multiplier effect is different. 

2 Local Personnel Costs ($130.5 mil) = Total Personnel Costs ($157.1 mil) - Non-Local Personal Costs ($26.6 mil). Therefore, 
Resident Employee Costs ($1 17.4 mil) = Local Personnel Costs ($130.5 mil) - Non-Resident Employee Costs ($13.1 mil). This 
study assumes that 10% of the employees lived outside Dade County. Previous studies assumed 15%. 




It is assumed that Resident Employee Costs ($1 17.4 mil) are equal to Resident Employee Incomes before taxes. Data from the 
1994-95 Consumer Expenditure Survey reveal that average annual expenditures in Miami were 88.1% of average annual incomes 
before taxes (U.S. Department of Labor, 1977). Therefore, Resident Employee Expenditures are estimated at $103.4 mil 
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The following relationships between Actual and County Expenditures can be derived: 






in 


<d 


cL 

■o 


cL 

■o 

a> 

si 


o> 

CO 

Q. 

to 

3 


Q> 


o 




SI 


CO 


> 


o 




0) 


CO 


CO 


o. 


CO 


O 


c 




CD 


o 


d) 


d) 


CO 

0> 


3 


3 




■O 


■o 


CO 


Q> 


0> 


E 


SI 


SI 




o 


o 


to 


CO 


CO 


UJ 


E 


E 


E 


o 


o 


o 


LL 


u : 


III 




CM 


to 



LO 

CM 



gM 




11 



AB97041-6.I 



o 

n 

© 

CD 

® 

a 



y 



=> 

D 

tu 

X 

O 

« 





u 






u 


m 




Q 






S sr 








iH 








co 


r-H 


0) 


4J 




T— 1 


CO 


M 


3 


o 


cd 


X 


u 


d) 


Cl) 




>H 


rC 


r— 1 




o 


0) 


r—\ 


CO 


cs 


cd 




cs 


a 




o 


CO 




CO 


*H 






Pm 




a) 






Pm 





s 





c 

o 

z 



r- 

cv 



CL 

th 



a 

> 



u. 



0) 



12 



CD 

CM 



-Local Personnel Expenditures 



a 



3 

O 

LU 

X 

u 

Vi 





cj 






u 






o 


LA 




JL 


ON 






1 

<7 




#1 


ON 


?— H 


CO 


ON 




d) 


i-H 


d) 


CO 




rH 


c 




0 


a) 


CO 


T) 


a- 


<u 


d) 


X 


SH 


rC 


w 




o 




1 — 1 


CO 


4J 


CO 




c 


o 




<u 


CO 












Pci 




D 






CJ 





8 






13 



<75 

CM 



CO 

CM 



S:FY03=PTS\DISKFY06\KJ 



o 

a_ 



O 

CD 



if! 

Q 

£ 

8 



O LO 
P ON 

I I 

S <r 

ON 
** On 
f>% ’— < 
cd 

rH M 
4 -J CO 

o a> 

o ?H 



8 

Z 

< 

CO 

□ 



a | 

1 I 



o 

o 



^ uj £ 

8 Sai 

9 SB* 

? *ig 

1 £§9 

s S^y 



a Sec 

§11 

o>0 

Cfl CO a. 



_,3 

<§ 

2i 

■< 



UJ cc 
Q 8 



It 

X Q 



=r P. 



CO 



UJ 



o 

8* 



CO 



Q 5 

z w 

z| 

< O 

3§ 

UJ 



il 

>2 cC 

<o 



o 

fc UJ 

uj 9 t 3 

gU. OT 



a 


rH rH 


a: 


co 


CO co 
4 -> <J 






*H CO 


s 




CL -H 


5 G 




cO En 






CJ> 


52 ! 

° § 
3 



5 

O 

8 

8 



^ UJ NT WJ Ml W VT w 

^ in o m® in a> 
o m o ai v «n cm 

sh'ssss ? 

s ^ (O <n ^ *- 

-*s s 



SSS 2 SK 2 

cm. aj — •* o 
•*" r>» £ 



i at s 



<o q n cu 

ssp- 

' oi i. 

a i 



to — cm o ^ 

2323 © 



CM 



33 

r» co 
O' cm* co' 

CM CD ~ 

Mr co 



•M- as cr> 
p co CM 
N ® M 



8 

i 



|l 



gdgj 

— UJ CC 
-OQ 

2 .iin 

3||ia & 

UJ g g g z 



IlSSiS 

2 U.Q 3 DZ 




s 







SI s 



*1 a>_ 



? 

I 



d ~ cn 
Q 5^3 

lellS 

fig! 

§3ig| 

Sgsp 

£5282 



rH 

CO 




£ 

§ 

£ 

til 




o 

CO 



SUMMARY OP PLANT FUND OPERATIONS 
FOR THE YEAR ENDED JUNE 30, 1995 




c ^ u 



e c © o o 
« +* c 



W *4 © o 



-4 3 > > • I 

<M a O O r-t 

-4 B C C • 

*0 © © • fr* • 



* -4 

© TJ 
0» « 

© r 

h b> h k h -* 

4 H H H M M H U 

hoouuu o © a 

< v s. w v Cl O x 

• O O O CJ u \ w 

< 2 X * X Q ►« © O 

x aua.cko.i-4 © © w c 



• o m •< ; 



-«>.>© 

c w < 

« © o 
e ~ < 6 
3 © a © 

z ui u IX 



CJ O U 06 OX 

'*T.- 

>» « 

*> « I 



•rt O • M W «• Q 

« c »© • u < 



>% -« tj « • « ax • 
b> u © V u > ** 

M 300 00**C 

©ueeeco-* 

c©o««©o« 

UUXXKKKX 



o o o o o 

U M U U U © *0 

a a a a a © 3 
a a a a a £ 

< < < < < a w I 

* t g >•©•-•»-••-«•-*«-* e a. 
© > q *> d © a © © © o 3 

XX • • H U U U O U V 

<W MAH © « « • « K 

o u ‘H ^ o a a & & o © 

ao&»Jf>wwcac»tax> 



. < u 
e 

■o ** 



CM 

CO 



tj e o 
o C -• 
E a u a 
© *-» m « 
ox u ui ax 



o> 

© n 
J o 




15 



Appendix II 

Gross County Expenditures by Students and Visitors 

Estimates are derived for the following categories of student expenditures: Books and Supplies; 
Real Estate Rental; Boarding, Eating and Drinking; Personal; and Transportation. Most of the 
cost data for these estimates were provided by M-DCC’s Office of Financial Aid, while data on 
student enrollment were obtained from the Office of Institutional Research. 

There were 75,956 unduplicated credit students and 47,130 non-credit students during the 
academic year 1994-95. Approximately thirty-three percent of the credit students were enrolled 
full-time (i.e., taking 12 or more credits) during the Fall and Winter Terms. Student expenditures 
estimates are based on credit students only; therefore, these expenditures are underestimated 
by the amounts spent by non-credit students. 

Expenditures for Books and Supplies 

The Office of Financial Aid estimates that full-time students spend around $340 per semester for 
books and supplies; however, this study assumes that students spend an average of $50 per 
three-credit course for books and supplies. This works out to $250 per semester, assuming that 
full-time students take an average of 15 credits. Therefore, part-time students taking 7 to 11 
credits (with an average of 9) will spend about $150 per semester, while those taking 6 of less 
credits (with an average of 3) will spend about $50 per semester. 

Appendix Table 2.1 below provides data on credit student enrollment, by semester, by full- 
time/part-time status. 



Appendix Table 2.1 

Credit Student Enrbllment by Semester by 
Full-Time/Part-Time Status 
M-DCC, 1994-95 



Semester 


• ’ r * , ' 

Credit 
Students ^ 


•• . 

^ s' cr:.-.* • ' . 

Full-Time 
(12+ Credits) 


Part-Time " 
Credits) 


Part-Time 
(6 or Less ! 
Credits) i j 


Fall 


52,712 


17,253 


17,091 


18,368 


Winter 


51,491 


16,878 


16,990 


17,623 


Spring 


35,936 


2,211 


25,126 


8,599 


Summer 


12,729 


5 


833 


11,891 



Source: Closing Term Enrollment Monitoring Reports, Institutional Research, M-DCC. 



Applying the semester expenditures estimates on books and supplies to the semester 
enrollments in Appendix Table 2.1, gross expenditures on books and supplies were estimated at 
$20.9 million. 
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